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an “EA under NSCA” should be called an “environmental protection assessment” (EPA) or
some other term for clarity.

While there is significant information about the process for an EA under CEAA, there is no
information about the triggers or process for a Section 67 review under CEAA. This REGDOC
refers the user to the operation policy statement for projects on federal lands. However this
document does not provide the guidance on which projects the CNSC is required to conduct
a review of in accordance with Section 67. CNL views this as a significant gap.

Environmental Assessments (EAs) — CNL supports the federal government’s decision to
make the CNSC the sole responsible authority for nuclear projects under the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 and the certainty that that provides. Given the newly
elected government’s plans to carry out an “immediate review” of EA processes, we would
like to further reinforce our support of the CNSC’s designation as responsible authority, and
the need to grandfather any changes to the Act.

Levels of Risk - We appreciate the recognition that there are varying levels of risk associated
with nuclear facilities and activities. However, statements that “All licence applications are
subject to an EA, commensurate with the scale and complexity of the environmental risks”
do not entertain the possibility that no EA is required (i.e., no environmental interactions).
Similarly, “for facilities with no interactions, the licensee’s ERA is considered to be complete
with the characterization and the demonstration of no interaction,” but it is unclear how
such a determination would be made, and for each level of risk.

Transition from EA to ERA - Once an EA has been completed under CEAA, any follow-up
monitoring would be captured under the CSA N288 series of standards (N288.4, N288.5,
and N288.6) and the broader governance of CNL’s ISO 14001 Environmental Management
System and associated Environmental Monitoring Program (EMP). The transition from EA
follow-up to the ERA and other programs should be outlined in REGDOC 2.9.1. The rigour
that an ERA provides (equivalent to that of an EA) should also be acknowledged.

There is a recommendation to benchmark the monitoring program against top performing
facilities. There is a need to clarify which facilities are considered top performing and
according to whom (e.g., OPEX, WANO, INPO). Also, while some benchmarking data is
available for nuclear facilities, limited environmental data are available from other facilities.

This REGDOC does not provide any information on the release limits and how they will be
defined. This was the expectation through numerous discussions with the CNSC on the
discussion paper 12-02, Process for Establishing Release Limits and Action Levels at Nuclear
Facilities. Since CNL’s Chalk River Laboratories is one of the only facilities with release limits
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lower than 1 mSv, CNL would like to have the methodology for the selection of this release
limit explained.

While it is not the central focus of the public review process, we would like to offer the
following feedback on the Impact Statement that was developed for this REGDOC.

e |mpact Statement - The argument that “the CNSC must give consideration to values and
principles that are difficult to quantify in a dollar value" is not a satisfactory reason for not
conducting a strict quantitative assessment of the costs and benefits associated with this
REGDOC. Costs should be estimated and at the expense of the federal government, as is
the practice when establishing new regulatory instruments in other jurisdictions.

e According to the Impact Statement, “the CNSC does not expect that significant additional
information will be required from applicants or licensees, nor that significant additional cost
will be incurred by the applicants or licensees.” It is not clear how this conclusion could
have been reached without a quantitative assessment, or how this could change if changes
are made to CEAA 2012 as a result of the pending federal review.

We strongly urge the CNSC to consult with its stakeholders to help amend the proposed
REGDOC. CNL believes a workshop to gather and address stakeholder issues with this current
draft of REGDOC 2.9.1 would benefit all involved. We welcome the opportunity to provide the
CNSC with the remainder of our comments in such a forum.

If you have any questions regarding this submission, please contact me as below.

Regulatory Affairs
Phone: 613-584-3311, ext. 48021
Email:

SK/mj
Attachment (1)

c L. Ethier (CNSC) Consultations (CNSC)
S.K. Cotham K. Daniels G. Dolinar S. Faught
C. Gallagher J.D. Garrick K. Kehler H. Khartabil
W.S. Pilkington J. Stone R. Swartz
>CR CNSC Site Office >CR Licensing >SRC
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17. | 1.2, Scope, Clarity is required to confirm that REGDOC-2.9.1 is not intended Revise wording to add words in Clarification

para3 for transportation of nuclear substances licence applications. italics as follows:
“This document will be used to
assess licence applications for
proposed new nuclear facilities or
activities associated with nuclear
facilities, licence applications for
existing facilities (renewals and
amendments), new ERAs....”

18. | 1.2, Scope Licensed Class 1 facilities have ERAs which are updated at least Explicitly state that an existing Clarification Creating new ERAs when valid ERAs
every 5 years which can be used to support licence renewals and | valid ERA may be submitted with already exist is wasteful of resources.
amendment applications. a licence application even if it has

not been created specifically for
the licence application.

19. | 1.2 Scope This section must explicitly state that an EA under the NSCA See previous comment 7 Major Comment | See previous comment 7
would only be required when a Commission-level decision is
needed to authorize the activity and not for changes or requests
that are within a licensing basis.

20. | 1.2, scope, Clarification sought for how a licensee should characterize and Provide additional detail on Ularification

Notes bullet 1

demonstrate no interaction for activities with no environmental
interaction.

characterization and
demonstration requirements

The bullet should be deleted or
read:

“for facilities or activities with no
or insignificant environmental risk
or interaction, the CNSC will
confirm no environmental review
is necessary.”
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67. | 4.1.2 Complexity | This entire section does not fully align with CSA N288.6. Eliminate this section and deferto | Major Comment | Over time, issues would arise with
of the See comment 1 N288.6 instead. If there are compliance to CSA N288.6 and this
environmental requirements that CNSC wants in REGDOC they do not completely
risk assessment, addition to N288.6, then it would align.

p. 15 be much clearer and easier to
apply if they refer to N288.6, and
then have a section that lists
additional requirements.

68. | Section 4.1.2 The scope requires consideration of site preparation, Temporal scope should be aligned | Major Comment | Increase cost and complexity of the
page 15 construction and operation and decommissioning. This temporal | with the licensing period. ERA to include all lifecycle phases.
first paragraph; scope is beyond the requirements of N288.6. Decommissioning phase is so far
page 16 in the future that it could not be

meaningfu y assessed in the ERA
framework. ERAs tend to be
quantitative and therefore
sufficient information is not
available for assessment.
69. | 4.1.2 Updating CSA N288.6 already states that the ERA should be Delete the “licensee shall update Major Comment | Over time, issues would arise with

the
environmental
risk assessment,
p. 17, Para.1

reviewed/updated every 5 years or more frequently if major
facility changes are proposed. In addition to this, it appears that
the CNSC is now asking that the ERA be updated for every license
application. They are also stating that it’s possible that the
“licensee shall update the ERA at a frequency specified by the
Commission...”?

Consistency and clarity are needed on what the expected
frequency for ERA review/update will be. It takes a year to
prepare an ERA report for one facility so it is considerable work
each time one is updated.

See also comment 1

the ERA at a frequency specified
by the Commission...?”

compliance to CSA N288.6 and this
REGDOC if they do not completely
align.
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75. |4.1.2 Adequacy Assessments: “The licensee shall assess the adequacy Move requirements to assess the Major Comment | Increased regulatory burden on

of the effluent monitoring and environmental monitoring for... “ | monitoring programs to Section industry. The effluent monitoring
4.2 and 4.3. program includes many requirements

“The licensee shall submit the updated ERA and the adequacy to meet provincial regulations.

assessment of the associated monitoring to the CNSC for Provide guidance on expectations Requiring CNSC technical review on

technical review.” Delete the requirement to submit Provincial monitoring requirements is
the adequacy assessment for the unnecessary and will result in delays

This is a new requirement that is as yet undefined. Guidance is effluent monitoring to CNSC for in implementing provincially required

required on the form of this assessment of the monitoring technical review. changes.

programs.

Under CSA N288.6, the ERA simply identifies risk and informs the | Alignment with CSA N288.6 is

effluent and environmental monitoring programs. The needed so that industry can

assessment of adequacy is not done in the ERA but under the comply with one set of

monitoring program. requirements. If this is an
additional requirement that CNSC

The requirement to submit the adequacy assessment of the wants licensees to comply with in

effluent monitoring program to CNSC for technical review is addition to N288.6 requirements,

beyond the existing requirements under the Radiation Protection | then it should be identified as

Regulations and will create additional burden on licensee and such and listed out separately.

CNSC. Changes to the program to meet Provincial monitoring

requirements cannot be delayed by a CNSC technical review.

76. | REGDOC It states that an ERA shall be updated with the consideration Need clarification. Clarification

(pg. 17, section
4.1.2)
first paragraph

whether there has been ”a significant change in science on which
the ERA is based”

What process and criteria will the CNSC utilize to ensure that the
science in question is widely adopted, widely accepted, is proven
over time, where the science has been translated into actual
practice?

Cost, time, and resource implications; differing views on science
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82. 4.2 “The effluent and emissions control and monitoring shall: . Requirements for effluent Major Comment | Increased regulatory burden on
Requirements, Identify and document the infrastructure and activities (such as monitoring should align with CSA industry.
p. 18, para. 2 pipelines or storage) with the potential for significant accidental N288.5.
release to the environment of nuclear and hazardous substances | Separate emission controls from
and the barriers (such as primary and secondary containment, emissions monitoring to add
and liners) to prevent releases.” clarity to the document and only
require this for significant release
Accidental releases are excluded from the Effluent Monitoring points.
Program per N288.5.
Similar to the first bullet in this section, this should only be
required for significant release points.
83. | Several placesin | “Action Levels” are referenced in several places in the REGDOC. State that once CSA N288.8 is Major Comment | Reference to and alignment with
the REGDOC issued, and is included in the future CSA N288.8 is needed so that
The requirement for and application of Action Levels will be facility license and /or the License industry can comply with one set of
described in N288.8 which is expected to be issued in late 2016 or | Condition Handbook, it will requirements. If this is an additional
early 2017. provide the method to determine requirement that CNSC wants utilities
See comment 1 and calculate action levels. to comply with in addition to N288.8
requirements, then it should be
identified as such and listed out
separately.
84. | 4.2 General Many of these measures go well beyond the Environment role Provide clarification on how Clarification
and into design, operations and engineering. would we demonstrate
compliance if requested?
85. [4.2.1 Re: technology/techniques, how will CNSC assess whether Provide clarification on what Clarification

licensees are following t*~se criteria? How do we know whether
we have done enough?

criteria will be used to determine
whether licensees are compliant.
How would we demonstrate
compliance if requested?
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110. | 45 General Statement about this section: Use the same language that is in Major Comment | Because this document and N288.7
Groundwater Inconsistent language between this document and N 288.7 the CSA N 288.7. will become part of the conditions in
protection and See comment 1 a licence, it is critical that both
monitoring, documents use consistent language
p. 26 and phrases/clauses so that there is

no ambiguity in interpreting the
clauses or the intention of each
clause. A great amount of time,
resources and effort was put into
generating N288.7 to be a thorough,
thoughtful and useful standard,
therefore this REGDOC should concur
with the standard and not create
differences.

111. | 451 3 bullets — Use the same language that is in Major Comment | By using the same language, there is
Groundwater Prevent, stop, minimize. the CSA N 288.7. consistency and avoids ambiguous or
protection, contradictory interpretations.

p. 26 Use the same language as N288.7 .It is difficult to understand Delete “any”. The N288.7 was written to ensure the

how to apply these actions to the conditions stated in the section
and in some situations they are not applicable.

The use of “any” is absolute and is not used in N288.7.
See comment 1

actions and rationales are clear.
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114. | 4.5.2 Fifth bullet: “confirming that unauthorized changes and releases | Use the same language that is in Major Comment | This section needs to be consistent
Groundwater to groundwater are not occurring ...” the CSA N 288.7, i.e., section 0.2.2 with the objectives stated in N288.7
Monitoring, and 0.2.3. for Groundwater Monitoring
p. 28 It is not clear what “unauthorized changes” means in the context Programs.

of groundwater monitoring.
See comment 1

115. | 4.5.2 Third bullet: “performance indicators” is not defined and is not Replace “performance indicators” | Major Comment | This section needs to be consistent
Groundwater consistent with N288.7. with “evaluation criteria”. with the Section 3 Definitions and
Monitoring — Section 7.2.8 Definition and
Guidance, See comment 1 Establishment of Groundwater
p.28 Evaluation Criteria as stated in

N288.7 for Groundwater Monitoring
Programs.

N288.7 does not use “performance
indicators”; rather “evaluation
criteria” is used and is clearly
defined.

116. | 4.5.2 guidance, Guidance includes requirements for training and qualification Delete this bullet. Major Comment | Overlapping REGDOC may lead to

p. 28

which is provided in existing REGDOC-2.2.2, Personnel Training

different requirements in future
years as the document revisions
become out of sync leading to
confusion for licensees and
stakeholders.
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158.

Section 3.2,
Appendix B and C

Several of the requirements for an ERA in Draft REGDOC-2.9.1
appear to be requirements for an EA under CEAA, and are usually
not considered in an ERA, nor are they a requirement in CSA
N288.6. For example, consideration of accidents and
malfunctions, provisions for monitoring design-based accidents
and severe accidents, occurrence of weather phenomena,
geotechnical properties of the site, community health profiles,
Aboriginal diet when First Nation people are not a critical group,
reduction in wildlife productivity, all life cycle stages including
decommissioning, etc.

As described in the Draft REGDOC-2.9.1 there does not appear to
be much difference between an EA under CEA and an ERA.

A table showing what is in an EA
Under CEA and what is in an ERA
would be useful.

Major Comment

If Appendices B and C are applied to
ERAs to support the EA under NSCA,
the scope goes beyond the
requirements of N288.6 and
therefore would increase effort and
cost.

159.

Appendix?

CSA N288.6 has a very clear suggested Table of Contents for an
ERA. Industry has difficulty envisioning exactly what the REGDOC
is asking for in their requirements for an ERA. Ideally it would be
the same as N288.6, however, if it is not, can they include in the
Appendix of an example table of contents with descriptions for
each section similar to N288.6 Annex A?

If the CNSC expects the ERA to
contain anything different than
what is required by CSA N288.6,
then please provide an Appendix
with an example table of contents
for an ERA, with descriptions
under each section, similar to
what is provided in N288.6 Annex
A.

Major Comment

This would be a useful aid in
clarifying exactly what the CNSC
requires in an ERA, where there may
be additional requirements than
those in CSA N288.6, and what the
CNSC expects the ERA to look like.

160.

Glossary —
Pg 58

The definition of environmental effect is too long, gets into
details which is not necessary to the definition and wouldn’t
apply in most of the ways it’s be used throughout the document.

Use definition in previous version
of REGDOC

Clarification
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